STATE OF VERMONT
HUVAN SERVI CES BOARD

In re Fair Hearing No. 16, 490

)
)
Appeal of )

| NTRCDUCTI ON

The petitioner appeals the decision by the Departnent of
Soci al Wl fare denying her a Russian |anguage interpreter for
all her dealings with the Departnent. The issue is whether
the petitioner is entitled to such an interpreter as a matter

of | aw or Departnent policy.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The petitioner, a Russian inmgrant, has been the
subj ect of many Human Services Board fair hearings and is well
known to this hearing officer. See Fair Hearing Nos. 14, 550,
15, 309, 15,426, 15,640, 15,754, 15,779, 15,987, and 16, 060.

2. At those hearings, and at several appearances before
the Board itself, the petitioner has denonstrated an excell ent
command of the English |anguage. She is articul ate and uses
appropri ate vocabul ary.

3. In the past the petitioner has represented to the

Department and to the hearing officer that she serves in a
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pr of essi onal and vol unteer capacity as an English/ Russi an
interpreter.

4. At the fair hearing in this nmatter the petitioner
al | eged that she does not understand the instructions given to
her by her Reach Up and ANFC caseworkers. At this tine,
however, she does not allege that she is having any particul ar
di spute invol ving her benefits. She could not offer any
particul ar instance in which she felt her worker did not
under st and her.

5. The petitioner has not produced any other testinony
or evidence to corroborate her need for an interpreter. At
the hearing the petitioner declined the offer by the hearing
of ficer to subpoena any witness in her behalf who could verify
that she has any difficulty understandi ng English or that she
has ever needed or used the services of an interpreter in the

past .

ORDER

The Departnent's decision is affirned.

REASONS
The Departnent represents that it interprets the 1964

Cvil R ghts Act barring discrimnation based on nati onal



Fair Hearing No. 16, 490 Page 3

origin as requiring the furnishing of an interpreter and
transl ation services at no cost to persons who are determ ned
to be in need of such services. To provide these services the
Departnent contracts with qualified translators at a customary
rate of $25 per hour plus travel tine and expenses and
preparation tine. |In this case, the Departnent has determ ned
sinply that the petitioner is not in need of such services.

As noted above, the petitioner has not offered any
evi dence regardi ng her need for such services. Moreover, she
has declined the assistance of the hearing officer in
obtaining the testinony of any witness who can verify her
claim In her prior dealings with the Human Servi ces Board
she has never denonstrated an inability to understand and be
understood in English. Although she nmaintains that she does
not understand what is required of her under Reach Up, what
she characterizes as "m sunderstandi ng" appears to stem nostly
from her disagreenent with and unwillingness to accept the
deci sions of the Departnent and the Board in her long history
of disputes over Reach Up participation and work requirenents.
There is no credible evidence that any m sunderstanding is
based on the petitioner's inability to understand and be

understood in English.
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| nasnmuch as the petitioner has not denonstrated that the
Departnment’'s refusal to furnish her with an interpreter is a
violation of any law or policy, the Board is bound to affirm
the Departnent's decision. 3 V.S A § 3091(d).
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